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13. asstraCt 



The net ion-wide sales force (N=5A0) of a large food and beverage firm 
responded to a survey designed to investigate the role of value orientation as a 
moderator of the relationship between organizational rewards and job sati sfaction • 
From equifinality theory it was hypothes i zed that individuals who emphasize the 
Intrinsic (extrinsic) aspects of work can achieve the same relative level of overall 
job satisfaction if intrinsic (extrinsic) organizational rewards match their^ value 
orientation. The conceptual form of the model was therefore: 

n 

J-S. = n - (Value Orientation-Organizational Rewards) 
1 

It was also hypothesized that those Ss who were high in intrinsic value 
orientation and low in extrinsic value orientation would view satisfaction with 
the work itself as the most significant determinant of their . overall job satisfaction* 
Conversely it was hypothesized that those Ss who were high in extrinsic value orienta- 
tion and low in intrinsic value orientation would view satisfaction with work environ- 
ment factors as the most significant detjarminant of their overall job satisfaction. 

In order to put the present model into empirical perspective several alterna- 
tive models of job satisfaction were applied to the same data pool. These were: 
the direct (Is Now) model, the multiplicative (Importance X Rewards) model , and 
the alternative discrepancy model (Importance JJewards.) 

Results indicated that the normat ive (Survey of Work Values) instrument 
was most predictive of both Intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation. The 
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Abstract continued 



intrinsic subscale of this Instrument correlated 0.0 with the extrinsic 
subscale. The'two scales representing intrinsic and extrinsic organizational 
rewards, however, correlated .^1. These results are counter to those reported 
earlier by Lawler and Porter (I967) and Decl (1971, 1972). A modification of 
the L^wler-Porter model relating performance to job satisfaction v/as suggested 
to account for the positive spillover effect due to the Interaction of intrinsic 
and extrinsic organizational rewards. 

A double cross-validation procedure was employed to arrive at the 
best estimate of the predictive ability of each of the four models of job 
satisfaction. In order of predictive ability they were: "Is Now" (.55), 
"Importance-Rewards" (.^6), "Orientation-Rewards" (.^0), and "Importance X 
Rewards" (.32). It was suggested that each modei could have utility In 
a specific context and wlthlna well-defined conceptual framework. An 
attempt was made to relate each model to those contexts In which its use 
would be most appropriate. 

For those 5s hiqh In intrinsic value orientation and low in extrinsic 
value orientation, satisfactlbn with the work itself was not the most significant 
determinant of overall satisfaction. However, satisfaction with v/ork envi ronment 
factors was the most significant determi nant of overall satisfaction for those 
Ss high In extrinsic value orientation and low in intrinsic value orientation. 
Finally the hiqh 1 n t r I ns 1 c/ low extrinsic group was significantly more satisfied 
in terms of overall as well as job facet satisfaction across all facets than 
the high ext r 1 nsi c/ 1 ow intrinsic group. These results were discussed In terms 
of an organizational climate variable. 
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INTRODUCTION 

One of the most frequently researched topics in industrial/ 
organizational psychology is the relationship of job satisfaction to. 
,job performance. Brayfield and Crockett (1955) reviewed over 60 studies 
bearing on this question and the results were essentially the same as 
those reported in a much earl ier investigation by Kornhauser and 
Sharp (1932). Correlatibns between satisfaction and performance 
were consistently low positive, while the correlations between 
satisfaction and measures of turnover and absenteeism were consistently* 
strongly negative. 

Traditionally it was thought that this relationship between 
satisfaction and performance meant that satisfaction lead to effective 
performance. Lswler and Porter (1967), however, proposed a model of 
the relationship between satisfaction and performance which assumes 
that overall job satisfaction results from, rather than causes, 
effective performance. Spec! f leal ly, performance leads to both 
intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, and these rewards in turn lead 
the workers to be satisfied. For this to work properly, extrinsic 
reward systems must be structured so that effective performance is 
rewarded, and further, jobs must be designed such that effective 
performance will allow a person to feel intrinsically rev/arded. The 
Lavvler-Porter model proposes that the effects of intrinsic rewards 
(such as recognition^ achievement, and personal growth) plus the 
the effects Of extrinsic rev/ards (such as salary, interpersonal 
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relationships, and the work envi ronment) will sum to yield overall* 
job satisfaction. Their effects are Independent and additive. 

Cascio (1972) presented evidence v/hich questioned the validity 
of this assumption. Numerous studies were reviewed which showed that 

extrinsic rewards can affect intrinsic motivation; therefore, when both 

♦> , 

intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are present on a job, the two will be 
interactive rather than independent. This implies then that satisfaction 
is not a simple linear combination of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. 
Such a fact should be taken into account in the design and enlargement 
of jobs. 

To design jobs which are intrinsically interesting, and then to 
make rewards contingent on performance would be an appropriate 
prescription under the additivity assumption; the non-addi tivi ty 
evidence, however, suggests that this prescription would lead to 
having the extrinsic rewards decrease the intrinsic motivation 
which was elicited by the newly designed job, 

Cascio further suggested that people differ in the extent to 
which they are intrinsically and extrinsical ly oriented. Therefore 
if some people are oriented primarily toward the achievement of 
intrinsic rewards, while others are oriented primarily toward the 
achievement of extrinsic rev/ards, then jobs should be designed so 
as to capitalize on these expectations. Orientation is here 
defined as a generalized set of expectations with regard to the 
typa of rev;ards sougbt by an individual in his job situation. 

Cascio (1372) reviewed the job enlargement literature and 
concluded that ''bigger** jobs are not necessarily ^'better*' jobs. 
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Ha hypothesized that perhaps one of the reasons why the expected 
benefits from job enlargement have not materialized is that previous 
job enlargement efforts have not taken orientation into account. 
Intrinsically oriented employees respond differently from extrins ical ly 
oriented employees. In the former case chal lenging, meaningful jobs 
v/ith lots of opportunity for worker participation should pay off 
handsomely for the individual and the organization. For the extrin- 
sically oriented individual , however, contingency payment schemes, 
externally mediated rewards, and external controls are appropriate. 
This type of person is not particularly concerned with on-the-job 
satisfaction. For him, work is a "necessary evil"» 

This study is concerned wi th the effects of individual orientation 
as a moderator variable of the relationship between rewards and job 
satisfaction. Specific predictions will be derived from the Lawler- 
Porter model, and revisions proposed if warranted by the data. 

There are two main elements in the present investigation » The 
first is concerned with the predictive efficiency of two different 
measures (one ipsative and one normative) of intrinsic - extrinsic 
orientation^ The second element is an empirical test of some pre- 
dictions from the Lawl er-Porter model, using the orientP'tion measures 
v;hich were derived from the first part of the study. 

The Measurement of Orientation 

Job Att i tude Sea 1 e 

One approach to measuring orientation stems from the Herzberg 
(1957, 1966) framev/ork. Saleh (1962) employed the tv/o^-f actor theory 



4 



as a theoretical basis from which he developed the Job Attitude Scale 
(JAS) to measure intrinsic-extrinsic orientation. According to Saleh, 
when an employee is motivated and derives satisfaction from performance 
of the job itself he is considered to be intrinsically motivated. In 
other words a person is intrinsically motivated to perform spme task 
Iftehere is no apparent reward for performance except the activity 
Itself and the feeling of satisfaction or enjoyment which is de:-ived- 
from doing the activity. Alternatively one is extrinsical ly motivated 
to perform the task if he does it prirrarily for some external reward. 
For the intrinsically oriented person, therefore, the activity is 
an end in itself, whereas for the extrins i cal ly oriented indi vidua?, 
the activity is a means to s.ome end. 

This classification of factors into intrinsic and extrinsic is 
primarily ascribed to Herzberg (1957» 1966). After interviewing over 
200 engineers and accountants Herzberg and his associates concluded 
that job satisfaction consisted of two separate and independent 
dimensions: the first dimension was related to job satisfaction, 
and the second dimension to job dissatisfaction. These dimensions 
are not opposite ends of the same continuum, but instead represent 
tv;o distiact continua. High satisfaction is not brought about by 
the absence of factors that cause dissatisfaction. Those job 
characteristics that are important for, and lead to job satisfaction 
but not to job dissatisfaction are called "satisf iers**, v/hile those 
that are important for, and lead to, job dissatisfaction but not to 
job satisfaction are classified as '*d i ssa t i s f iers. A few job 
characteristics, functioned in both directions. 
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According to the theory, the satlsfMers are related to the nature 
of the work itself and the rewards that flow directly from the performance 
of that work. These are called work-related Hntrinsic) factors. Presence 
of these factors leads to satisfaction, and absence of them makes the 
person neutraK He |s not satisfied, but neither will he be dissatisfied 
since these factors are not related to dissatisfaction. 

The dissatisfaction factors are associated with the individuals 
relationship to the context or environment in which he does his work. 
These are the extrinsic factors. Comfortablie wcrking conditions and 
fringe benefi.ts are examples of these. When they a^e present the 
worker is neutral; when they are absent he is dissatisfied. 

in view of this, Saleh.(l962, 196^) postulated. that intrinsically 
oriented employees would emphasize such factors as achievement, 
recognition, responsibility, creativity and challenge, advancement, 
and growth in skill, while ext rinsi cal 1y oriented employees would 
be more concerned with company policy, working conditions, interpersonal 
relationships, and supervision. Saleh developed a meas:ure of orientation 
which employs six intrinsic and ten extrinsic factors in a paired- 
comparison, forced-^choice format* The sum of an individuaPrs preferences 
for intrinsic factors over extrinsic factors on those Items where an 
intrinsic factor is paired with an extrinsic factor represents the 
measure of his intrinsic orientation. 

Due to the ipsatlve format of the JAS, however, if an individual 
is high on intrinsic orientation ha must necessarily be low on extrinsic 
orientation. Thus intrinsic and extrinsic orientation are viewed as 
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opposite ends of a continuum representing a single trait. Sa) >h 
(1972) readily admits that this inverse relationship may not represent 
the true state of affairs* 
Survey of Work Values 

Riecently Wollack, Goodalc, Wijting, and Smith (1970 have developed 
a series of scales representing attitudes toward work. The Survey of 
Work Value^ (SWV) is based on a number of dimensions of the Protestant 
Ethic, specifically those aspects which deal with the meaning that an 
individual attaches to his role at work. According to Wollack et al. 
the SWV differs from previous scales In that it is directed toward 
separate areas of values and is limited to the construct of secularized 
Protestant Ethic (thus eliminating the primarily religious aspects) 
with which work values seem to be closely linked* As Wollack et a]« 
have stated, 

"Probably the most widely accepted notion of the 
Protestant Ethic deals with the intrinsic aspect 
of work; that Is, work as its own reward. Work 
is to be valued because it represents the best 
use of man's time, not merely because It is 
instrumental to the attainment of external 
rewards. The employee high In Protestant 
Ethic is presumed. to prefer working to being 
idle, to be involved in his wgrk, and to derive 
considerable satisfaction from doing his job 
well.'* 

The authors selected three dimensions of the Protestant Ethic that 
cover the intrinsic aspects of work: 

Pride 'in Work: the satisfaction end enjoyment a man feels from 
\,doing his job well*- 

Job. Involvement : the degree to v/hich 3 v;orker takes an active 
Interest in co-workers and company functions and desires to 
contribute to job-related decisions. 
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Activity Preference ; a preference by the worker to keep himself 
active and busy on the job« 

Although the traditional Ethic stressed the intrinsic rewards of 
work, considerable value was placed on extrinsic rewards as well. The 
folloviing subscaies reflect the extrinsi c nature of the Ethic: 

Attitude Toward Earnings ; the value an individual places in making 

money on the job. 

Social Status of Job ; the effect the job alone has on a person's 
standing among his friends^ relatives, and co-workers, in his 
own eyes, and/or in the eyes of others. 

Another dimension of the Ethic was included that does not conform 
well to the intrinsic-extrinsic dichotomy, and is therefore . regarded to 
be of mixed character. 

Upward Striving : the desire to seek continually a higher level job 

and a better standard of living. 

In sum therefore, we have two measures, products of diverse theoretical 
backgrounds, which purport to measure (among other things) intrinsic- 
extrinsic orientation. On the intrinsic side we have Saleh's intrinsic 
orientation and Wollack e t a 1 > ' s three dimensions of the Protestant 
Ethic (pride in work, j6b involvement, and activity preference) which 
are purported to cover the intrinsic aspects of work. These three 
dimensions will be combined into .^n overall intrinsic scale of the SV/V. 

The' commonal I ty among these intrinsic measures is their attempt 
to measure the value an individual attaches to work itself. The main 
difference appears to lie in Wol lack et al . 's inclusion (and Saleh^s 
exclusion) of the v/ork group as the vehicle through v/hich intrinsic- 
orientation or SWV-intrins ic is expressed. 

ERIC 
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Extrinsic orientation is measured by Saleh's extrinsic-orientation 
and Wol lack et a1 > two scales (attitude toward earnings and social 
status of job) which reflect the extrinsic nature of the Protestant 
Ethic. These two dimensions will be combined into an overall extrinsic 
scale of the SWV. Saleh's extrinsic orientation and the extrinsic 
scale of the SWV both represent attempts to measure the value an 
individual attaches to the context or extrinsic aspects of work* 
The SWV measures extrinsic orientation by using only two of the ten 
extrinsic factors tapped by the JAS^ and both instruments consider 
the influence of the work group only tangential ly. Of the two 
instruments, only the JAS considers the effect of supervision 
directly as it affects extr-insic orientation. 

Given these differences in definitional emphasis, one wonders 
if the JAS and SWV are measuring the same thing. If an xnAivxAw^^l 
is given the opportunity to rate independently the importance of a 
universe of job elements, intrinsic as well as extrinsic, presumably 
his ratings indicate his expectations with respect to what he considers 
important in his work si tuation, that is, to which elements of his work 
situation he is predominantly oriented. Which of these two instruments 
the JAS or SWV, is the most efficient predictor (that is, yields the 
highest number of positive hits) in terms of orientation? The first 
part of this study is addressed to this question. 

Why are We concerned with rated importance as a criterion for 
orientation? Locke (1969) defines job satisfaction as the pleasurable 
emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's job as achieving 
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or facilitating the achievement of one's job values^ It is a function 
of the perceived relationship between what a man perceives his job 
entails or offers and what he values* Values in turn have been 
defined by Rand (ISS^t) and Branden (1966) respectively, as •'That 
which one acts to gain or keep," or "That which one regards as 
conducive to one's welfare". 

Every value has two attributes, content and intensity* Content 
pertains to what it is t^e person wants to gain or keep; intensity 
pertains to how much he wants to gain or keep it* Attaining and 
failing to =3ttatn a more important value produces greater satisfaction 
and greater dissatisfaction, respectively, than do the same outcomes 
with respect to a less important value. Satisfaction is therefore 
a function of the amount of percept-value discrepancy as well as the 
importance of that value to the individual* These correspond to the 
two attributes of value-content and intensity. 

in the first part of this study we are principally concerned with 
measuring value orientation, the importance of n given value to an 
individual. It is this value importance according to Locke, that 
determines the degree of affect produced by a given amount of 
percept-value discrepancy. In terms of our measures of orientation, 
therefore, rated imporf:ance is the proper criterion. 

Expectancy Theory and the Lawler-Porter Model 

One of the most popular approaches to understanding motivation is 
that of expectancy theory. According to this view, effective work is 
determined by tv/o v,3r tables: 

O 
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1. ef fort-reiy«rd probablllty» that is, the Individuals expectancy 
that his performing effectively will result In a given reward^ and 

2. the individual's perception of the value of the reward (its valence.) 
Working wi thin this framework, Vroom {\S6h) defines a person's motivation 

to perform a "'•^sk or job in terms of the relative strength of forces acting 
on him to exert different levels of effort. These forces will depend upon: 

1. the strength of his preference for eff^ective performance over 
ineffective performance, and 

2. his expectancies regarding the consequences of different levels 

of effcrt on the attainment of effective and ineffective performance. 
In sum expectancy theory says that people arc motivated to do things 
which they feel have a high^ probabi 1 i ty of leading to rewards which they 
value. 

Lawler and Porter's (1967) model fits Into an expectancy theory 
framework, and builds upoft the earlier work of Georgopoulos, Hahoney, 
and Jones (1957)> and Vroom (19^4). The argument is as follows (see 
Figure 1). Performance is a multiplicative function of motivation 
times ability. Motivation in turn is a multiplicative function of 
valence (the worth or value of an outcome to an individual) times 
instrumentality (or effort-reward probability; it is the subjective 
probability that a given level of effort will result in reward). 

Lawler and Porter assume that rewards cause satisfaction, that 
in some cases, performance leads to rewards, and therefore the relationship 
found between satisfaction and performance comes about through the action 
of a third variable - rewards. Briefly stated, good performance may lead 
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PERFORMANCE 



Figure 1, First half of Lawler and Porter's (I967) model. 
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to rewards, which in turn lead to satisfaction* Thus satisfaction, 
rather than causing performance as was previously assumed (Brayfield 
and Marsh, 1953; Gadel and Kriedt, 1952), is caused by it. The model . 
is presented graphically in Figure 2. 

The model first shcMS that performance leads to rewards^ and it 
distinguishes betweerr two kinds of rewards, intrinsic and extrinsic. 
The wavy line between performance and extrinsic rewards indicates 
that such rewards are Ukely to be imperfectly related to performance. 
Extrinsic rewards such as pay, promotions, status, and security are 
externally mediated and satisfy mainly lower order needs in the Has low 
hierarchy: for example, physiological and safety needs (Maslow, 195^) • 
The connection is weak because of the difficulty of tying extrinsic 
rewards directly to performance. Even though an organization may have 
a policy of rewarding merit, performance Is difficult to measure, and 
in dispersing rewards like pay, many other factors are frequently taken 
into consideration. 

Intrinsic rewards are internally mediated, however, and given to 
the individual by himself for good performance. Intrinsic rewards are 
subject to fewer disturbing influences and thus are likely to be more 
directly related to good performance. This connection is indicated in 
the model by a semi-wavy line* An example of an intrinsic reward is 
the feeling of having accomplished something worthwhile. Any rewards 
thcjt satisfy higher order growth needs in the Maslow hierarchy, for 
example, self-esteem and self-actualization (Maslow, 195^), are good 
examples of intrinsic rewards. 
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Figure 2. Sscond half of Lawler and Porter's (I967) trodel. 
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The tnodel also shows that intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are not 
directly related to job satisfaction since the relationship is moderated 
by expected equitable rewards. This variable refers to the level or 
amount of rewards an individual feels he should receive as a result of 
his Job performance. Thus an fndfviduat 's satisfaction is a function 
both of the nuijber and amount of rewards he receives as well as what 
he considers to be a fair level of reward. An individual can be 
satisfied with a small amount of reward if he feels it Is a fair 
amount of reward for his job (Porter, 1361). 

The Relationship Between Intrinsic-Extrinsic Rewards 

According to the Lawler and Porter (196?) model, the effects of 
intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are additive. This sum, except as 
modera^;ed by the individual's perception of the equity of these rewards 
for performance, leads either to job satisfaction or to job dissatisfaction 
If the effects of these two kinds of rewards are independent or additive, 
then it would t:eem that the most appropriate job desiign would be one in 
which jobs are 5>trMctured to arouse intrinsic motivation on the one 
hand, and at the same time provide extrinsic (and contingent) rewards 
for doing we.U. In a recent paper, however, Cascio (J972) questioned 
this assumption. Is participative management, which focuses on 
Intrinsic motivation, compatible with piece-rate payments and other 
extrfnsic revvard systems? 

Cascio presented the results of a two year laboratory research 
program which investigated the effec*:s of external rewards on intrinsic 
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moti vatiion. The overall pattern of results suggested the following 
I nterpretation* If a person is intrinsically motivated to perform 
a certain task and then he begins to receive external rewards or 
punishments for performing that task, his intrinsic motivatiori wfl? 
decrease* In short, contingent monetary rewards (Dec? , 1971, 1972), 
threats of punishment (Deci and Cascio, 1972), and negative verbal 
feedback (Cascto and Deci, 1972) cause a decrease in intrinsic 
motivation; on the other hand, non-contingent monetary rewards 
(Deci, 1972) result in no change in intrinsic motivation, and 
positive verbal feedback (Deci, 1971» 1972) increases intrinsic 
motivation for ma?e subject?, but decreases It for females (Cascio, 
Deci, and Krusell, 1973). 

The results of the Deci and Cascio program of research indicate 
that piece rate ^payments or other extrinsic reward sysr.ems. which tie 
rewards to performance are not compatible with participative management, 
which focuses on developing intrinsic motivation for performing the 
task itself, since the contingent payment system will decrease that 
intrinsic motivation. In sum intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are 
not independent or additive. ■ 

How Important is Work? 

It is clear from the interactive nature of intrinsic and extrinsic 
rev/ards that extrinsic rewards can affect intrinsi c moti vat ion • Further-' 
more, people differ rn the extent to which they are intrinsically or 
extrinsical ly oriented. This suggests, therefore, that such information 
should be taken into consideration in the design or enrichment of jobs* 

ERIC 
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Individuels differ in how important they judge their work to be 
in their total lifespace. Ffor some people their work is their central 
focuS; for others it is not, Seeman (1970 speaks of those who are 
'•alienated'^ from work, that is, engaging in an ^ctivit/ that is not 
rewarding in itsel'f (i.e. not intrinsically rewarding). The concept 
of work alienation, however, may not be closely related to total job 
satisfaction because it ImpUcs^that the individual receives satisfaction 
from other parts of his work environment (that is, extrinsic rewards). 

For the alienated worker, therefore, job satisfaction may thus 
represent a process of acconvnodatfon to a bad situ/^tion. Iris and 
Barrett (1372) selected two groups of foremen, one which was considered 
to be in a good job situation and thft other in a job situation that 
yielded less job satisfaction. The two groups could effectively 
differentiate the overall satisfaction they received from their jobs. 
For those individuals who were in a bad job situation, the less 
importance placed upon the work itself, the more satisfaction was 
found from both. life in general and job in general. 

Iris and Barrett (1972) concluded that, while all people place 
some importance upon work itself, the functional consequence of being 
in a poor job environment can be overcome as the individual attaches 
less importance to those aspects of the job which are not favorable 
for him. In other words in many cases the most adaptive course of 
action might be to downplay the intrinsic aspects" of the work and 
emphasize its extrinsic aspects. 



f 

17 

Job Satisfaction Theory and Measurement 

What are the implications of these findings for job satisfaction 
theory and measurement, and in particular for the Lawler-Porter model 
as presently conceived? 

The concept of equi finality (von Bertalanffy, 1950) seems relevant 
ln\this context. According to this principle, a system can reach the 
same final state from differing initial conditions and by a variety of 
paths. In the case of job satisfaction the same overall level should 
be attainable from a variety of paths, namely, that path which derives 
from intrinsic orientation and that path which derives from extrinsic 
orientation. 

If overall job satisfaction can be represented by the sum of 
satisfactions with different facets of the job, then dissatisfactions 
with certain job facets can be balanced by satisfactions with other 
job facets. Recent evidence (Wanous and Lawler, 1972) suggests that 
it is possible to measure satisfaction validly with different job 
facets. They investigated the empirical relationships between nine 
different measures of job satisfaction, and concluded that there are 
several types of feelings that people have which can be called 
satisfaction (job facet satisfaction) or which influence their 
feelings of satisfaction about their job. In the present context 
these job facets can easily be classified Into one of tv/o categories: 
work Itself (intrinsic) or v/ork environment (extrinsic). 
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It seems logical to hypothesize^ therefore^ that tv/o people 
may attain the same overal] level of job satisfaction by emphasizing 
different facets of the job. Those who are primarily concerned v/ith 
the intrinsic aspects of work will seek to satisfy those job facets 
concerned with the work itself. Those who are primarily concerned 
with the extrinsic aspects of work wiJl seek to satisfy those job facets 
concerned with the work environment. If job outcomes and organizational 
rewards follow values and expectancies, then the same level of overall 
job satisfaction should obtain. If the principle of equi finality is 
valid in this context^ then some modi f i r-^tlon of the Lawler-Porter model 
would appear warranted. One possible mrxii f ici: lion Is presented fn 
Figure 3. 

In sum it is suggested that people differ in their orientation. Some 
are more extrinsic, some more intrinsic. If iiomeone v/ho is intrinsically 
(extrinsical ly) oriented is in a job which offers intrinsic (extrinsic) 
rev/ards, then he will be satisfied. However^ if the intrinsically 
(extrinsically) oriented person is in a job which offers primarily 
extrinsic (intrinsic) rewards, then he will be dissatisfied. Even 
v\/hen a job offers substantial rewards, a person v/on't be satisfied 
unless those rewards match his orientation and expectations. 

The key notion in this model of job satisfaction is that of the 
"fit*' or ''match" betv/een individual or'entation^ values, and preferences 
and job outcomes or organizatfcnal rev/ards. According to the conceptual 
model job. satisfaction with each job facet can vary between zero and 

/ ■ ■ 
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one and is the result of one minus the absolute value of the discrepancy 

between individual orientation and organizational rewards. Mathematically 

facets 

the conceptual riOdel is as follows: J.S. = n - ^|0-R|. Overall job 
satisfaction can therefore vary between zero and the number of facets. The 
absolute value of the discrepancy has been chosen because the primary 

7 

concern in the present investigation is with the magnitude, not the 
direction, of the discrepancy. 

Several hypotheses follaw from this framework. HI: The closer 
the match between individual orientation and organizational rewards 
the smaller the discrepancy (which in the limit is zero, or a perfect 
match), and the higher the measured job satisfaction. Conversely the 
poorer the match between in<li vidua! orientation and organizatio, 
rewards the larger the discrepancy (wh:cii in the limit is one, or a 
perfect mismatch) and the lower the measured job satisfaction. 

The dependent variable in HI is overall job satisfaction. Overall 
job satisfaction is computed by summing the scores representing satisfaction 
with different facets of the job. There are five such scores for each 
S in the present study. These scores represent satisfactions with 
the work itself, supervision, pay, opportunity for promotions, 
and co-v/orkers on the job. Hypotheses 2 and 3 v/ill use these job 
facet satisfaction scores as :>eparate predictors of overall job 
satisfaction using multiple regression. 

H2: For those Ss who are high in intrinsic orientation, lov; 
in extrinsic oreintation, and whose job outcomes are intrinsically 
rewarding, the highest job facet score contributing to overall job 
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satisfaction will be that which measures satisfaction with the work 
itself. (This is because their most valent job outcomes are intrinsic 
to the work itself), 

H32 For those Ss who are high in extrinsic orientation, low in 
intrinsic orientation, and whose job outcomes are extrinsacally 
rewarding, the highest job facet scores contributing to overall 
job satisfaction will be those which measure satisfaction with the 
work environment, .(This is because their most valent job outcomes 
are extrinsic to the work itself). 

METHOD 

Research Setting and Subjects 

This investigation was conducted in a large food and beverage 
corporation and included three major subsidiary companies, each with 
nation-wide sales representation. and product distribution. The 
specific focus was on the beverage group field sales forces, including 
field representatives, that is, entry level sales positions, their 
immediate supervisors (known as state managers), and also the 
second, third, and fourth supervisory levels of the respective 
companies. These included regional sales managers, open and 
control states sales managers, divisional vice presidents, and national 
sales managers. 

Data v/as collected from approximately 320 field sales representatives 
(located both in urban and rural areas), 120 di s tr ict/state/terr i tory 
managers, 57 regional managers, 28 open/control state sales managers, 
12 divisional sales managers, and 3 national sales managers, for a 
total of 5^0 respondents. 
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Procedures 

Due to the geographical dispersion of the sales and management 
personnel the study was conducted by mail* All materials were presented 
in a single booklet composed of four separate parts, one each representing 
•the Job Attitude Scale (JAS), the Survey of Work Values (SWV) » the Job 
Descriptive Inde;; (JDl), and the Work Itself - Work Environment 
Questionnaire (WI-WE). Each of these instruments wi 1 1 be more fully 
described below* The order of appearance was counterbalanced, such 
that each instrument occupied each of four ordinal positions cne 
fourth of the time. 

One week prior to the mailing of the booklet, each received a 
cover letter from the beverage group senior vice--prestdent explaining 
the overall purpose of the study, lending top management support to 
its implementation, asking for the cooperation of th^ individuals 
involved, and explaining that the results will be used as a basis 
for improving the company's po1i^ies and practices in a number of 
key areas* The overall purpose of the study was described as an 
attempt to get some idea of how employees feel aBout their jobs and 
what elements of their jobs are important or unimportant to them. 
One week later, 785 booklets were mailed to the home addresses of 
the individual employees. An addressed, stamped envelope was also 
enclosed. Subjects had Lv/o weeks to complete and mail the booklet 
(unsigned). All booklets v/ere mailed directly to the expirin<enter» 

Page two of each booklet contained a short biographical inventory 
which included such i te-ns as: name of company, immediate supervisory 
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levels region, race^ sex, age, religious preference, place of birth, 
geographical region lived longest before 18 years of age, geographical 
region lived longest after 18 years of age, number of times moved, 
education, length of service with present company, and length of 

service in present position. 

) 

At the top of page I, subjects were instructed that the booklet 
contained four parts^ that each part was a separate unit, and that they 
need not complete all four parts at one time. They were also ijnformed 
that the biographical data found on page 2 would be used for research 
purposes only. Subjects were then instructed to proceed to Part I, 
read the instructions, and begin. At the end of Part I subjects were 
instructed to proceed to Part It, read its instructions, and so forth, 
until the entire booklet had been completed^ At the end of Part IV, 
each subject was thanked for his cooperation and participation, and 
asked to mail the entire booklet in the enclosed stamped, addressed . 
envelope. 

Instruments and Measures 

The Job Attitude Scale ( JAS) . As described by Saleh {l36i#, 1971) 
the JAS consists of 120 items involving 16 statements, each being 
paired with the other 15 in a forced choice format. Six of the 
statements represent the following intrinsic factors: achievement, 
responsibility, recognition, advancement, nature of work, and growth 
in skill.. The other 10 represent extrinsic factors; v/orking conditions, 
company or organizational policy, salary, security, status, technical 
supervision, salary needs for family^s sake, and Interpersonal interactions 
with supervisor, subordinates and equals. 
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The subji2Ct is asked to indicate in each of the 120 items of the 
scale which of the two factors will be more satisfying to him as he 
performs his job. He is also asked to make only one choice for every 
pat^r of statements, not to skip any pair^ and if he finds it hard to 
choose between two statements, to make the best choice he can* ^ 

For example: 

a) Receiving a salary increase (extrinsic) 

b) Performing creative work (intrinsic) 

The Abbreviated Form: This form includes only the 60 items in 
which an Intrinsic factor is paired with an extrinsic one* it has 
the same instructions as the complete form. 

A general intrinsic score is obtained by giving 1 point whenever 
the intrinsic factor is checked in the 60 items where an intrinsic 
factor is paired with an extrinsic one* The possible score range 
is then 0 to 60» The scoring procedure for obtaining the general 
intrinsic score applies to both the complete and the abbreviated form. 

To test if there is any difference between the results ob<:ained 
on the complete form and on the abbreviated form Sal eh (1971) 
administered both forms to two groups. Each included hourly, 
clerical, and supervisory employees. The complete form was 
administered first to one group (N = 32) and after tvjo weeks the 
abbreviated form was administered. The order of administration 
was reversed for the other group (N = 22) to guard against order 
effect. The means of intrinsic scores, cn the first case, were 
33.0 and 31.8 for the complete and abbreviated form, respectively. 

ERIC 
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In the second case, the mean for the abbreviated form^ which was 
administered first, was S**-^, and for the complete form the mean 
was 32. 8. In both cases, the differences were not significant^ 
indicating that the abbreviated form could be used as a substitute 
for the complete form if the general intrinsic score was the only 
score required. Since this was the only score required in the present 
study, as well as for reasons of practical ity» the abbreviated form of 
the JAS was employed. The split-half reliability of the JAS is .9^ 
and the test* re test reliability is .88. Norms for the JAS have been 
developed along four dimensions: sex, age^ education, and occupation. 
The complete form of the JAS used in the present study is presented in 
Appendix A. . 

The Survey of Work Values ( SWV) . In its present form the SWV employs 
unweighted multipoint scoring of 6^ items presented in a Likert-type 
format. The subject is instructed to read each statement carefully* 
and then indicate the degree to which he agrees (strongly agree = 6) 
or disagrees (strongly disagree = 1) with each statement. For example: 

Attitude toward earnings: A man should choose one job over another 

mostly because of the higher wages. 

Intrinsic values: A worker should feel some responsibility 

to do a decent job v/hether or not his 
supervisor is around. 

Social status of job: My friends v/ould not think murh of me if 

I did not have a good job, 

Test-retest reUabilities (1 month apart) for each subscale vary 
from .65 to .76* According to Wollack et aj^. (1971) the SWV has met 



soj?e of the common criteria for construct validity. First Smith 
and Ke.nda1Ps (I963) realiocation procedure demonstrated that the 
six work values are discriminably different from one another and 
that, the items represent the constructs that they were intended to 
measure. Second, the internal cons istencies (coefficient al pha) of 
the subscalas (ranging from .53 to .66) are relatively high in view 
of the small number of items comprising each subscale. Third, SWV 
scores have discriminated meaningfully among occupational groups- 
(Wollack, 1968), and have correlated substantial ly wi th background 
variables that have been associated with other measures of work values 
(Wijting, 1965) • Due to its recent development, however, there are as 
yet no norms for the SWV. The r.omplete form rf the SWV used in the 
present study is presented in Appendix B. 

The Job Descriptive Index ( JDI ) , One of the most carefully 
researched and wel 1 -documented measures of job satisfaction is Smith, 
Kendall, and H:.^l?n's (I969) JDI. The JDI is a 72-item instrument 
that measures satisfactions with five areas of a job: the type of 
work, the pay, the opportunities for promotion, the supervision, and 
the co-workers on the job. For each area there is a list of adjectives 
or short phrases, and the rr-spcndent is instructed to indicate whether 
each v/ord or phrase applies with respect to the particular facet of his 
job in question (e.g. his pay). If a v/ord applies to his pay, he is 
asked to v;rite "Y** (for Yes) beside ths v/ord. If the word does not 
apply to his pay, he is asked to v;rite (for Mo) besi -.2 the word. 

If he cannot decide, he is asked to enter a question mark (?). This 
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format is used to minimize response sets which are more likely to 
arise if respor.se alternatives are printed in a fixed order on the 
page. The JDI employs dir^xt weighted scoring according to the 
fol lowing scheme: , 

Response Weight 



Yes to a positive item 3 
No td 3. negative item 3 
7 to .'iny i tern 
Yes to a negative item 
No to a positive item 



u 
0 



The validity of the JDI was assessed in a series of four studies 
employing very different samples (e.g. employees of a farmer's cooperative, 
electronics industry employees, and undergraduates) and different measures 
(e.g. interview ratings, graphic ratings, and the direct "Faces" scale, 
Kunin, 1955). A modification of the Campbell and Fiske (1959) method 
for establishing convergent and discriminant validity, namely, cluster 
analysis or principal components analysis, was used in all studies. 
The complete factor analytic and cluster analytic results are too 
unwieldy to report here; the interested reader is referred to Smith, 
Kendail, and Hulin (1969). Suffice it to say that the JDi exhibits 
satisfactory convergent and discriminant validity. H^jdian item 
validities range from .35 (satisfaction with co-workers) to .52 
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(satisfaction with promotions) « Split-half internal consistencies 
for each scale, corrected to full length by the Spearman -Brown 
formula, range from .80 to .SB* 

There are numerous correlations above ,7 and .8 between JDl 
measures and othsr measures of satisfaction obtained by different 
methods, either concurrently or with very short time intervals. 
These data indicate lower bounds of the reliability of the JDl 
(Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). 

As Smith £_t al. (I969) point out, there are several advantages 
to using the JDl as a measure of job satisfaction. First of all, 
it is directed toward specific areas of satisfaction rather than 
global or general satisfaction. Several di fferent areas of job 
satisfaction must be measured separately if any substantial under- 
standing is to be achieved. This does not imply that satisfactions 
in several areas are necessarily statistical ly independent, but it 
does provide for those important situations where there are 
discriminable differences which the respondent can report with some 
assurance* 

Second, the verbal level required to answer the JOl is quite 
low. In one plant studied, the modal educational level was fourth 
grade, yet all the respondents who could read English at all were 
able to complete the JDl. 

Third, the JDl does not ask the respondent directly how satisfied 
he is with his v/ork, but rather it asks him to describe his work. Thus, 
the responses have a job-referent rather tjian a se i f-ref erent . In 
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describing his job, the respondent does, however, provide information 
which may be used to infer his satisfaction. Some of the description 
involves the use of words which are evaluative (e.g., satisfying, good) 
as well as those which are objective (e.g., on my feet). In addition, 
the respondent's attitudes toward his job Influence his responses even 
to the more objective words. Finally, some of the words describe actual 
objective features of the job situation which influence satisfaction 
directly (e.g., strict supervision). The complete form of the JDI 
used in the present study is presented In Appendix C. 

The Work Itself - Work Envi i^ inment Questionnaire ( Wi-W£) . The 
Wt-WE was developed by the staff of the Management Research Center 
of the University of Rochester. The aim of the WI-WE is to provide 
a comprehensive inventory of di scriminably different job elements, 
that is, properties of the job itself (for example external Feedback, 
variety, responsibility, and so forth), as well as properties of the 
environment surrounding the performance of the work (for example, 
salary, interpersonal relationships, company policy and administration, 
etc.) which make it attractive to the job holder. The overall aim 
of the WI-WE is to present a set of elements that reflect both the 
intrinsic and extrinsic motivational properties of jobs. 

A literature review and synthesis of existing theory and data 
served as a starting point in the development of the Wl~WE. These 
results were then combined v/ith information gathered from interviews 
v/i th a wide variety of job incumbents to yield a universe of job- 
related elements. I terns were v/ritten to cover the full range of scaJe 
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values for each of the elements , and then both items and elements 
were reallocated and scaled by a pool of 150 judges according to tfie 
Smi :h and Kendall (I963) procedure. The results of this procedure 
provided a measure of- construct validation for the items as well 
as for the job elements. 

Thirty-nine job elements survived the reallocdtion procedure and 
comprised the total universe of job elements related to the work 
itself and to the work environment. In any given organizational 
context some of these elements will be more salient or important 
than others. In the present investigation job elements relating 
to the nature of the working conditions, task interdependence, 
responsibility for human life, and so forth, were not particularly 
significant factors sjnce the job of the salesman was the primary 
focus. The pool of thirty^nine elements and their definitions was 
therefore submitted to a panel of salesmen. The salesmen 
then eliminated those elements which were not particularly relevant 
to the job context of the salesman. 

The initial list of 39 elements was then reduced to a final list 
of 19. Of these ig elements ten were related to the work environment 
and nine were related to the work itself. These nineteen elements, 
together with their practical definitions, are presented in Appendix D, 
The exact form of the WI-WE Questionnaire used in the present study is 
presented in Appendix E, 

The measures of perceived intrinsic-extrinsic organizational rewards 
are the summated ratings of the *'Hov/ much is there now?'' elements of 

\ 



31 



the respective work itiself and work environment sections of the 
i:i5trument. Instructions to the WI-WE Questionnaire read as 
fol lows: 

•'The purpose of this part of the booklei Is to help 
us understand how you feel about your jo*). Please 
make all judgments with reference to your prtsent 
job; that is, the job on which you are nay working* 
This questionnaire is a measure of your opinior:s. 
There are no right or wrong answers. 



As you begin reading, you will notice that an element 
or aspect of your job w-ll be named, followed by a 
definition of that element, Under this you will find 
five statements which express different amounts of 
this element. 

For example ; 

]. Interpersonal' Relations (Buddies) - How well 
you get along with your buddies. 

K I really like the people I work with. 

2. The people I work with make this a 
better job than it would otherwise be. 

3. Some of the people I work with are difficult 
to get along wi th. 

^. If it weren't for the people I work with, 
this job would be OK. 

5. Many of my problems at work result from the 
people I have to deal with. 

Read each statement and then choose the numbers of as many 
statements as described *'how much** of that element is on 
your job. Now tear out your separate score she«t (see 
Figure A). Next to the name of each element you will find 
three blanks: 

Above the first blank are written the words, "how much is 
there nov^v?*' Write the numbers of the statements that you 
have chosen in this blank- 
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Extremely 
unimportant 

to me 
personal ly 



Rather 
unimportant 

to me 
personal ly 



1 • In terpe rs ona 1 re 1 a t J ons ; 
Supervisor 

2. Interpersonal relations: 
Subordinates 

3» Variety 

4. Learning new skills: 
Necessity 

5. Learning new skills: 
Opportuni ty 

6. Fol low- through 

7. Independence: Methods 

8. Independence: Pace 

9. Goal clarity 

10. External feedback 

11. Job/person fit 

12. Job security 

13. Work scfiedu I ing 
I^. Salary 

15. Company policy and 
administration 

16. Internal feedback 

!?• Status inside the company 



Neutral 
nel ther 
important 
nor unimportant 



7 . 
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How much is 
there now? 



Rather 
important 

to me 
personal ly 

How much do you 
expect in the 
-future? 



18. 
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Status outside the ccxnpany 



ly. Service to others 



Figure 4. Score sheet for Wl-V/E ques t i onna i re. 



Extremely 
important 

to me 
personal ly 



How important 
is it to you? 
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Above the second column are written the words, "How much 
do you expect In the future?*' Choose the numbers of as 
many statements, as apply and put them in the blank under 
column 2. 

Above the third column are written the words, '*How 
important is it to you?" Now, notice the top of the 
scoring sheet. On a scale from 1 to 9 are listed some 
statements which reflect possible degrees of importance. 
Please choose one of these numbers and write it in the 
blank under column 3* . 

Do the same thing for each element until all the blanks 
are filled. Please answer all questions. 



For example: 



I n terpersonal Rel ations 



How much How much do How important 

is there you expect is it to you? 

new? in the 

future? 

3,^ 1,2 7 



RESULTS 

The Measurement of Value Orientation 

"Of the 785 booklets that were originally mailed out, 68.5%, or 538, 
were returned. Of these 538 booklets the vast majority were completely 
usable. In all analyses to be reported, however, a listwise deletion 
procedure was employed, whereby a missing value on one variable caused that 
entire case <:o be ignored for ail variables involved in a particular analysis, 
Under these conditions, all means, standard deviations, and correlations 
v;cre based on the same universe of data. In no analysis to be reported, 
however, did the workable M size drop below 430, unless a specific group 
was selected, based on certain criteria for a particular analysis. Such 
exceptions are noted. 
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The initial objective of this study was to synthesize the best 
predictor or cc5mbination of predictors of intrinsic and extrinsic value 
orientation from the subscales of the Job Attitude Scale (JAS) and the 
Survey of Work Values (SWV). The criteria for these analyses were the 
rated importance^ of work itself and work environment elements of tlie 
WI-WE (iuestionnai re. That is, either the JAS or the SWV or a combination 
of the two will be selected based on v/hich accounts for the greatest 
amount of variance on the work itself and work environment elements, 
respectively* The correlation between the rated importance of the work 
itself elements and the rated importance of the work environment elements 
was .jS. It appears then that these conceptually independent criteria 
are not empirically independent. Therefore, before any further analyses 
could be performed it was necessary to achieve empirici-1 independence 
between the two criteria* Item analysis (item-total correlations between 
all Items and the two scale total scores) indicated that although all 
items correlated highest with the scale for which they were originally 
intended, many items also correlated substantial ly with the other scale 
as well* Plots of the distributions of scale total scores (from the 
sample of 5^0 respondents) for work itself importance and v;ork environ-* 
ment importaiice indicated that these were approximately normal, although 
somewhat 1 eptokurt i c. 

Frequency distribution plots for the responses on each item in the 
respective scales, hov;ever, indicated that many of these v/ere badly skev/ed left. 
Accordingly an exponential transformation of the form e^ (where e is the 
natural Ipgarltlim base and a is the value of the particular variable) v/as 
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applied to the data in an attempt to eliminate the skev/ness. Such a 
transformation has the effect of spreading out the distribution, and 
eliminated the skewness for all variables. The scale totals for work 
itself and work environment still correlated .56 after the data v/as 

transformed. Therefore in order to develop two new scales which would 

> 

be independent, the pool of items from the questionnaire was first facto 
analyzed according to the method of principal components with both 
varimax and oblique rotations. 

The factor analysis yielded two relatively independent factors 
(correlation .22) of ^'hich one was clearly a work environment factor 
and the other a work itself factor. Two scales were then synthesi7ed 
from the items that loaded jon the two factors by utilizing a unit 
weighting scheme, and a minimum factor loading criterion of .30. The 
two scales which resulted turned out to be correlated which of 

course, means that these two scaler> are even more highly correlated 
than the original tv/o. Examination of the principal components matrix 
indicated that ;:rie first factor v/as accounting for 60.9% of the variance 
and the second only 11.2?.. It appeared that a single general factor 
was operating, thus makSng it difficult to formulate tv/o independent 
scales to measure work itself and v/ork environnent. 

In order to control statistically for this general effect, it v/as 
decided to employ a differential v/eighting scheme, using the factor 
score coefficient of each variable on each factor as the appropriate 
v.-eight. A natri,i of f^^ctor score coefficients v;as then derived, and a 
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differential weighting procedure was utilized^ using the semi-complete 
factor estimate method. If factor scales are built which employ only 
those variables that have a substantial loading on a given factor^ the 
influence of variables not included in the scale construction is not 
controlled. They do affect the scale, however, through their inter- 
correlations with the variables used in the scale. In the semi-complete 
estimation method, some variables are simply used as suppressor variables 
tc give the best estimate of the given factor* In the present study, any 
variable with a factor score coefficient greater than iP«10 was utilized. 
Of the 19 original variables, 12 were used in the final form of the two 
scales. Six variables (with either positive or negative factor score 
coefficients) formed the work itself factor and six variables formed 
the Work environment factor. These variables, together with their 
factor score coefficients, are presented in Table 1, The two scales 
correlated .28. In sum, it appears that although the final forms of 
these two criteria were not completely independent, the reduction In 
shared variance from the initial form (.31) to the final form (.08) was 
substantial. Given these two relatively independent criteria, the next 
task was to synthesize the best predictor or combination of predictors 
of intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation by utilizing a stap-vvise 
multiple regression procedure. 

Let us first consider the interrelationships among the ipsative 
(Job Attitude Scale) and norriative (Survey of Work Values) measures 
of value orientation. The matrix of correlations betv/een the subscales 
of the tv/o measures is presented in Table 2. The distributions of all 
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Table 1 



Job Elements and Factor Score Coefficients for Work 
Itself and Work Environment Scales of Importance 



Work Itself 
.22 Variety 

Independence: Methods 
.26 independence: Pace 
, 11 Job/Person Fit 
.12 Job Security 

,10 Company Policy and Administration 



Work Environment 

•24 External Feedback 

.20 Job /Person Fit 

•13 Job Security 

•38 Company Policy and Administration 

.18 Internal Feedback 

.12 Fo 1 1 ow-Th rough 
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scales were approximately normal. The normative measure of value orientation 
the Survey of Work Values (SWV), exhibited good psychometric properties. 
The intrinsic scale (composed of the sum of the subscales representing 
Activity Preference, Pride in Work, and Job Involvement) correlated .00 
with the extrinsic scale (composed of the subscales representing 
Attitude Toward Earnings and Social Status of Job). The subscales 
themselves possess high internal cons istency wi th strong subscale- 
total correlations and relatively weak subscale-subscale correlations. 

Since the JAS is an ipsative measure, the two scales (intrinsic 
and extrinsic) necessarily correlate -1. The JAS correlated .15 with 
the intrinsic subscale of the SUV, and the extrinsic subscale of the 
JAS correlated only .09 with- the extrinsic subscale of the SWV. 
Correlations of the JAS with the subscales of the S'//V v/ere similarly 
?ov>'. It would appear, therefore, that the intrinsic and extrinsic 
scales of the JAS are measuring something quite different from that 
measured by the intrinsic and extrinsic scales o'f^ the SWV. 

Having examined the interrelationships between the two different 
measures of intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation, let us now 
consider their relationship to the respective work itself and work 
environment criteria. The result of the regression of the ipsative 
and normative measures of value orientation on the rated importance 
of work itself is presented in Table 3, and the regression for v/ork 
environment job elements Is presented in Table A, Examination of 
Table 3 reveals that the intrinsic scale of the SWV has a multiple R 
of .31 which accounts for 3.7% of the total variance. The addition 
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Table 3 





Regressions of 


Importance of Work 


Itself 






Job Elements on Ipsative and Normative 






Orientation Measuresf^ 






Dependent Vari^^le: Importance of Work Itself 






Predictor 


Multiple R 




Beta 




SWVI 


.31 


.10 


.29 


45.07* 


JASI 




.11 


.12 


7.96* 


Dependent Variable: Importance of Work Itself 






Predictor 


Multiple R 


rI 


Beta 




Involve 


.27 


.07 


.16 


J . J*' 


Activity 


.31 


.09 


.12 


5.48* 


JASI 


.33 


.n 


.12 


7.48* 


Pride in Work 


.34 


.11 


.09 


2.7OA* 


Upstri ve 


.34 


.11 


.05 


1.28 



t F-values refer to the significance of Beta weights. 
" Significant at p < .01 
Significant at p < .05 
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Table i| 



Regressions of Importance of Work Environment Job 




Elements on Ipsative and Normative Orientation Measurest^ 




Dependent Variable: importance of Work Environment 






Predictor ' Multiple R 


Ri 


Beta 


F 


JASE .10 


.01 


.09 


3.03** 


SWVE .11 


.01 


.06 


l.3o 


Dependent Variable: Importance of Work Environment 






Predictor Multiple R 


Ri 


Beta 




Upstrive .H* 


.02 


.17 


11.67* 


JASE .19 


.Oil 


.15 


8.98* 


Status .21 


.Oil 


.10 


i|.36* 


Earnings .22 


.05 


-.08 


2,50** 



t F-values refer to the significance of Beta weights. 
* Significant at p < .01 
Significant at p < .05 



of the JASI as a second predictor in the regression equation yields 

2 

a multiple R of . J J , or an incremental R of only .01, Further, 

when the SUV I is split into its component subscales and )i:he!se 

subscales plus the JASI are regressed against the criterion, the 

2 

resulting incremental R is ,00. Because the Upward Striving 

subscale correlated significantly pos i ti vely wi th both the SWVt 

and the SWVE, it was included in both regression analyses. In 

the case of the work itself regression analysis, its addition to 

2 

the prediction equation resulted in an incremental R of .00. 

In sum, the intrinsic subscale of the SWV has a multiple R of 
.31 which is significant at p < •01. The addition of the JASI or 
the splitting of SWVI into'its subscales does not significantly 
increase the predictability. 

Table on the other hand, shaws opposite results from those 

of Table 3. The multiple R for JASE is .10 and accounts for \% of- 

the variance (p < .05) and the addition of the SWVE to the prediction 

2 

equation yields a non-significant incremental R of .003. In this 

case, however, splitting the SWVE into its component subscales yields 

2 

a significant incremental R of .OA. One reason for this increase 
in the amount of explained variance was the emergence of Attitude 
Toward Earnings as a suppressor variable. Earnings correlated -0.00 
with the criterion and appreciably (.23 with Status, .16 with Upstrive, 
and .1^ with JASE) with the other predictors in the equation^ The major 
reason for the increase, hov/ever, was the addition of Upward Striving 
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to the regression equation. Upward Striving turned out to be the best 
predictor of extrinsic value orientation, in teems of its relation to 
the criterion as well as to the other predictors,* 

In sum, the best predictor of work environment is achieved b> 
regressing the <iubsca1es of the SVA/E plus the JASE, though even this 
accounts for only of the total variance. Based on these results, 

a best linear combination of predictors of intrinsic value orientation 
and a best linear combination of predictors of extrinsic value orientation 
were synthesized. These respective combinations are "best" in terms of 
explained criterion variance. The beta weights utilized for each of the 
subscales are prei^ented in Tables 3 and The composite predictor of 
intrinsic orientation was termed Intro, and the composite predictor of 
extrinsic orientation was termed Ext ro. Intro and Extro were then put 
into standard score form and served as predictors of value orientation 
in the models to be reported later. 
The Prediction of Job Satisfaction 

The job satisfaction criterion used in the present study was the 
total score on the Job Descriptive Index (JDl), an unweighted sum of 
Its five subscale scores. If we are to assess the predictive value of 
a particular model of job satisfaction, however, it is essential that 
our criterion for job satisfaction demonstrate satisfactory psychometric 
propercies^ The reliabiHty and validity of the JD! were reported 
earlier, and are acceptable. Let us now consider its internal 
consistency, based on the presen;. results. 

The SLibscale-total correlations, as well as the subsca Je-subsca le 
correlations, are presented in Table 5. Subscale-^subscale intercorrelat ions 



Table 5 

Subsca1e*Tota1 and Subsca1e-*Subsca1e Correlations 

Among Jill Subscales . 



7 

Total 



Pay Promotions Supervision Co-Workers Work Itself 



.51 


1.00 ^ 




.ek 


.28 


1.00 


.74 


.22 


.30 


.72 


.19 


.27 


.60 


.21 


.21 



f 

o 
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are low, with a mean i ntercorrelatlon of .26^ whi 1e subscale'-^totat 
intercorrelatlons are very high, v/ith a mean i ntercorrelatlon of .6^^. 
All subscales as well as total scores were normally distributed. tn 
sum, the reliability and validity of the JDi are acceptable and its 
internal consistency is sound. In terms of an appropriate criterion 
for job satisfaction, it is a worthy candidate. 

The next issue to be considered concerns the measures of intrinsic 
and extrinsic organizational rev/ards to be used in testing the present 
model of job satisfaction. intrinsic and extrinsic organizational 
rewards were measured by summing responses to the Wl-»WE Questionnaire. 
As with the criteria for intrinsic-extrinsic value oriontat io;i , these 
conceptually independent scales appeared to be empirically non*independent. 
The scale representing organizational rewards from the work itself (that 
IS, intrinsic rev;ards) correlated .65 with the scale representing organf^ 
zational rewards from t;:2 work environment (extrinsic rewards). The 
scores for these scales, were conputed as follows. Individual scores 
from each of nine elements related to the v;ork itself, and ten elements 
related to the work environment, were summed :o yield total scores, 
which v;ere then put into standard score form* In this section of the 
booklet each element was follov/ed by five alternatives numbered 1 through 
5; the respondent was instructed to check as many as described that 
aspect of his job (up to a maximum of three). Each alternative had a 
specific scale value associated with it.. Ho assumption v;as made 
concerning equal interval scales. Computerized scoring mads it 
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possible to first "look-up" the appropriate scale values corresponding 
to as many alternatives as were checked for a given element, sum these 
values, and then take their mean as the best estimate of the level of 
organizational reivards corresponding to that particular aspect of the 
individual job. 

Because the scores on many of the variables were badly skewed left, 
another exponential transformation of the form e^ was applied. The 
skewness was eliminated, the scores were put into standard score fonn, 
and then the total pool of variables was factor analyzed using principal 
components with oblique as well as varimax rotations. Factor analysis 
was employed in an attempt to arrive at two empirically independent 
scales representing the ampunt of organizational rewards acquired 
from the work itseif and from the work environment respectively. 

Examination of the principal components results indicated that 
again a single general factor was accounting for 6U1% of the variance, 
with a second factor accounting for 15.2? of the varianc.e. It was 
decided that to achieve some measure of empirical independence a differ- 
ential weighting scheme should be employed. Accordingly a factor score 
coefficient matrix was derived for this purpose. The variables used 
in the final scales, as well as their factor score coefficients, are 
presented in Table 6. The correlation between the two differentially 
vsfcighted scales v;as stiV) a :ilgnif leant .^1. 

Althc'jgh in their final forms t^ese two scales v/ere still not 
empirical !/ Independent, therewas aijecided drop in the shared variance 
t'rom the I -itial form (.65) to the final form (.^1). It was felt that 
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Table 6 

Job Elements and Factor Score Coefficients for Work 
Itself and Work Environment Measures of Organizational Rev/ards 



Work Itself 
• 16 Variety ^ 

^ky Learning Hew Skills: Necessity 

•39 Learning New Skills; Opportunity 

.31 Follow-Through 

.33 Independence: Methods 

. 18 Independence: Pace 

.^5 Goal Clarity 

•ol3 Company Policy and Administration 



Work Environment 
.20 Interpersonal Relstions: Supervisor 
.17 Interpersonal Relations: Subordinates 
.27 External Feedback 
.13 Job/Person Fit 
.21 Job Security 
.13 Salary 

.25 Status Outside Company 

.3^ Status Inside Company 

.25 Service to Others 

.40 Company Policy and Administration 
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the latter relationship was a valid approximation of the true relationship 
between these measures and therefore no further analyses were undertaken. 
The scores on each of these two predictors v^ere used as the measures of 
intrinsic and extrinsic organizational rewards in the analyses to be 
reported next. 



The discrepancy model of job satisfaction propof»ed earlier was 
then tested. The conceptual format of this model is 



where satisfaction is equal to the sum of the absolute value of the 



subtracted from the number of. facets. In order to achieve a common unit 
of measurement in predictor and criterion, however, all scores 
were put into standard score form. A logical condition was set 
up such that if the value of the discrepancy (0-R) was less than 
zero, this value was multiplied fay -1 in order to arrive at an 
absolute value* The main difficulty with this approach, however, 
. is that in forcing a distribution of standard scores to take on 
':ibbolute values, the end result is no longer a. normal distribution, 
but rather a chi square distribution. Since predictor and criterion 
hove very differently shaped distributions, a degree of nonlinearity 
and a degree of heteroscedastici ty are artificially forced in the 
relationship, thus precluding meaningful comparisons (Nunnally, 1967). 
It should be pointed out, however, that the linear regression model makss 



FACETS 
n 




1 0-R I 



di fferences between value orientation and organizational rewards 



•'-^n ^jbouC the distribution characteristics of predictors, but 
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only that errors are normally distributed. This mode! yielded a 
double cross-validated multiple R of .10. Consequently the model 
was altered to the conceptual form 

FACETS 

where the algebraic value of the di f ferences v/ere considered. More 

FACETS 

precisely, the model was J,S. = n ((Oj-Rj) + (O^-R^)) where 

(0|-R|) and i^^'^^) refer to the discrepancies between intrinsic and 
extrinsic value orientation and rewards respectively. This model 
yielded a double cross-validated multiple R of .^0. 

Somewhat surprising was the finding that the discrepancy betv/een 
intrinsic value orientation and rewards from the work itself provided 
a non-significant contribution to the multiple R (beta weight = 0.01). 
The discrepancy between extrinsic value orientation and rewards from 
the work environment, however, yielded a significant beta weight of 
-.^l. This suggested that organizational rewards were more significant 
determinants of overall satisfaction than value orientation in the 
relationship (O-R). The final form of the model v/as thus: 



J.S. = I 



It should be indicated, however, that because the correlation between 
(0,-R,) and (0--Rj.) was .30, and the partial correlation of {0,-R,} 
with the criterion was a meager .02, this term was adding little unique 
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variance to the prediction equatich. It could easily be deleted 
without Incus ring a significant drop in the si^e of the multiple R. 

In order to put the predictive ability of thfs model into empirical 
perspective^ several alternative models of job satisfaction were applied 
to the same data pool. 

Let us first consider a "direct" model of job sat isfac** ron. Job 
satisfaction has been operationaUzed as the sum of goal attainment or 
need fulfillment when summed across job facets. The model is straight- 
forward and simple 

FACETS 

J.S. » 2 (Organizational Rewards) 

JDI total scores were regressed on two predictors: ''How much is there 
now?" (the measure of organizational rewards from each job facet) 
responses to the work itself as well as work environment elements of 
the Job. This model yielded a double cross-validated multiple R of .55. 
Once again, the responses to the work itself elements did not add signi- 
ficantly to the prediction equation (beta weight » 0.08). 

In usiny rated importance as a criterion for value orientation, 
the assumption is being made that this criterion is a good measure of 
value orientation. If this is the case, then It v/ould seem appropriate 
to use this criterion itself as a measure of value orientation. The 

conceptual form of this second alternative model is 
FACETS 

J.S. n - y ((tmportancej - RcwardSj) + (Import-^nce^ - Rev/ards^)) 

X 

v;here satisfaction is conceptualized as being equ^il lO the sum of the 
discrepancies tetween importance and organizational rewards (for both • 
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intrinsic and extrinsic job elements) subtracted from the number of 
job facets. This model yielded a double cross-validated multiple R 
of .^6.. As predicted, the beta weights representing both the intrinsic 
(-.20) and the extrinsic (-.33) discrepancies were negative and 
significant at p<.01. 

The third alternative model of job satisfaction to be considered 
may be termed a multipl ir:ative model. According to a multiplicative 
model of job satisfaction (Vroom, J96^) , individual needs are multiplied 
by the degree to which the job fulfills that need» and these products 
are then summed over all needs. Conceptual ly, 

FACETS 

J.S. ( ( Importance^ x RewardSj) + ( Importance^ x Rewards^)) 

where I and E subscripts refer to work itself and work environment elements 
respectively. This model produced a double cross-validated multiple R of 
.32. Again the predictor representing the v/ork itself elements did not 
make a significant contribution to the multiple R» 

Residuals from each of these models were plotted and tested for 
normality of distribution. With an average N size of kJS^ none of the 
distributions showed any marked departure from normal i ty. The results 
from each of these models are presented in Table 7- 

!n summary, the model of job satisfaction proposed in the present 
paper v/as not as predictive of overall job satisfaction as either the 
direct ('*ls No//**) model or the (importance - Rewards) model. It v/as, 
however, more predictive than the mul tip! irative model. 
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The second and third hypotheses of the study were only partially 
supported. According to these hypotheses, for those Ss scoring high 
on intrinsic orientation and low on extrinsic orientation, the predictor 
which accounts for the largest portion of the variance in overall job 
satisfaction should be the measure of satisfaction with the work itself* 
Conversely, for those Ss scoring high on extrinsic orientation and lew 
Oil Intrinsic orientation, the predictors accounting for the most variance 
in overall job satisfaction should be those which measure satisfaction 
with the work environment. 

Originally it was intended to use only those ^s scoring in the upper 
and lower thirds of the distrib^ :ions of intrinsic and extrinsic orientation 
scores respectively, in order to test these hypotheses; but su'-h stringent 
criteria decreased N to ^3 S^s in the upper third an intrinsic orientation 
and the lower third on extrinsic orientation, and ^7 Ss in the upper third 
on extrinsic HkMentation aod the Icwer third on intrinsic orientation. 
Relaxing the criteria to permit Ss scoring in the upper and lower halves 
of the intrinsic and extrinsic orientation dimensions to be selected 
increased the sample sizes in the two samples to 88 and 102 Ss 
respectively. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 8, 

In the high intrinsic/low extrinsic orientation group, satisfaction 
with the work itself, although a significant predictor (F = 178.12) ranked 
fourth op the five predictors used. The other four predictors v/ere 
satisfaction v/ith pay, promotions, supervision, and co-workers. In the 
high extrins ic/lov; intrinsic orientation group, hov/ever, satisfaction with 
the v/ork itself again ranked fourth, while satisfactions v/ith supervision, 
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- Tafa?e 8 

Regressions of JDI Total Scores tin Facet Satisfaction 
Scores for High Extrins I c/Low Intrinsic and 
High Intrlnsic/Lov/ Extrinsic Ss* 



Hi gh Ext r ins i c/ Low 


i n t r i ns i c Ss 


N='00 




Facet 


Mil 1 t- 1 n1 A R 

nu 1 L 1 p 1 e i\ 




oeta 


Supe rv { s ion 






ho 


Promotions 






.31 


Co— Worke rs 


QZi 






Work Itself 


.38 


.96 


.28 


Pay 


l-.OO 




.22 


High Intrinsic/Low 


Extrinsi c Ss 


N=102 




Facet 


Multiple R 


Ri 


Beta 


Supervision 


.76 


.58 


.31 


Co-Workers 


.86 




.39 


Promotions 


.9^ 


.88 


•31 


Work 


. .98 


.96 


.28 


Pay 


1.00 


i.po 


.22 


Al 1 Beta v/eights 


are significant at p 


< .01. 
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co-workers, and' profDOtions account for 88.7^ of the variance in 

the total score. Satisfaction wi th pay, although correlated .^2 with 

2 

the total score in this analysis, accounts for a change in R of only 

^Ok and ranks fifth of the five predictors. 

Examination of the means and standard deviations of the job facet 

satisfaction scores as well as the overall satisfaction scores of these 

.2 

two groups using Hotel ling's T test, indicaired that the multivariate 
F(3.7^, P < •01) as well as every one of the univariate Fs was significant 
The high intrinsic/low extrinsic orientation group is significantly more 
satisfied than the high extrinsic/low intrinsic orientation group. These 
results are presented in Table 9. 

DISCUSSION 

Value Orientation and Organizational Rewards — Intrinsic and Extrinsic 

One of the relevant questions in this study concerned the nature of 
the relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation and 
between intr:risic and extrinsic organizational rewards. The intrinsic 
scale of the normative measure of value orientation, the Survey of Work 
Values (3WV.) correlated 0.0 with the extrinsic scrle, while the measure 
of intrinsic organizational rewards correlated . with the measure of 
extrinsic organizational rewards. These results indicate that analysis 
of the relationship betvveen intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation 
deserves separate consideration from analysis of the relationship between 
intrinsic and extrinsic organizational rcvVards. First let us consider 
value orientation. 
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Table 9 

Means and Standard Deviations of Job Facet Satisfaction 
Scores for High Extrinsic/Low Intrinsic and 
High Intrinsic/Low Extrinsic Sst* 



Hi INTR/Lo EXTk' 


Hi EXTR/Lo 


INTR 


Scole 


F 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 














Overa' 1 


3.7^* 


27.39 


n.53 


23.87 


12. 


Pay 


2.33** 


3^.63 


16.7^ 


27.99 


16.71 


Promotions 


3.12* 


^".93 


9.7^ 


'»2.71 


12.29 


Supervis ion 


2.28*** 


^5.89 


10.^5 


^2.63 


12.^7 


Co-Workers 


2.22*** 


^2.21 


7.06 


39.79 


8.32 


Work Itself 


2.^6** 



t All scales except Pay and Promotions have 10 items. The latter 
have nine items; therefore their scores v;ere multiplied by two 
in order to facilitate comparisons. 

- Significant at p < .01 

Significant at p < .02 

Significant at p < .05 
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In their attempts to measure intrinsic and extrinsic value 
orientation^ some writers (e.g. Saleh> I97I ; Bass> I967) assume 
that intrinsic orientation and extrinsic orientation are opposite 
ends of the same continuum^ while others (e.g. Wollack> Goodale, 
Wijting, and Smithy 1971) assume that they represent separate 
continua. 

The complete lack of relationship (r » O.OO) between the 
intrinsic and e;;trinsic scale of the normative measure of value 
orientation^ the Survey of Work Values (SWV) > indicates that whatever 
the intrinsic subscale is measuring is something separate and Independent 
from v/hatever the extrinsic subscale is measuring. On the other hand> 
the ipsative measure of value orientation > the Job Attitude Scale (JAS) ^ 
appears to be somewhat of an enigma. Because of the nature of the 
Instrument^ the correlation between the intrinsic subscale and the 
extrinsic subscale is perfectly negative. Attempts at construct 
validation^ however^ ■ proved futile. The intrinsic subscale of the 
JAS correlated .15 with the intrinsic subscale of the SWV. One would 
expect a higher correlation .between different measures of the same 
trait. In addition^ the intrinsic scale of the JAS correlated .16 
with the rated importancoc df "the work itself (versus .31 for the 
intrinsic subscale of the SWV) , and with the total score of the 
JD! (versus .25 for the SWV). 

It is poss i b 1 e , ..however , that a summary measure such as the total 
score of the JDl, because of its complexity, may be masking a relationship 
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which involves only one aspect of the employee's feelings. The 
intrinsic score on the JAS should theoretically correlate highest 
with the Work scale of the JDI, yet the relationship is only .06 
(versus .22 for the correlation of the intrins ic subscale of the 
SWV with the Work scale of the JDl). 

In summary, therefore, it is .not clear exactly what the JAS is 
measuring. Based on the results of the SWV^ however, it appears that, 
the relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic valui orientation is 
independent. 

The opposite conclusion appears plausible in the case of intrinsic 
and extrinsic organ izatfonaT rewards. According to the Lawler-Porter 
model (1967), the effects orf intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are indepen- 
dent. Thqt is, the effects of a person's intrinsic and extrinsic rewards 
are additive to determine his overall job satisfaction. If this is the 
case then an increase (or decrease) of X units of extrinsic reward .should 
in no way affect the amount of intrinsic rewards a person feels he is 
receiving on his job, so the increase in satisfaction would be a simple 
function of X. . ^ 

According to the results of studies by Deci (1971, 1972) and Cascio 
and Deci (1972), however, intrini'C and extrinsic rewards are interactive. 
If an individual -engages in an activity that is intrinsically rewarding 
to him, and subsequently, begins to receive extrinsic rev/ards (or punishments) 
for engaging in that activity he will be less intrinsically motivated to do 
the activity. Therefore, the amount of intrinsic rewards he feels he is 
receiving from the activity v/ould decrease* 
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The measure of organ ^z^Jtiona1 rewards was the "How much Is there 
now?" responses to each of the work Itself and work ^envi ronrient elements. 
The final form of these tv;o differentially weighted scales still correlated 
•h]. Employees who feel they receive substantial rewards from performance 
of the work itself also tend to feel they receive substantial rewards 
from the work environment. 

Perhaps this, sizeable relationship betwenn intrinsic and extrinsic 
rewards has come about because of the uncontrolled influence of some 
third variable. People who feel good (bad) about one area of their jobs 
which is important to them may tend to generalize and feel good (bad) 
about all the other areas of their jobs. In the present investlqation 
this uncontrolled third vari-able would appear to be overall job satisfaction. 
In order to test this hypothesis a partial correlation was computed between 
the 'Ms Now** responses to work Itself and work environment Items, controlling 
for the effect of overall Job satisfaction. The correlation still remained 
a significant .35. 

It appears, therefore, that when an individual must express an 
absolute, cpntext-independent, internal standard (value orientation) he 
can clearly distinguish tv^/o separate domains related to his job. One 
domain relates to the performance of the v/ork itself (intrinsic), the 
other to the conditions which surround the performance of the work 
(extrinsic). When that same individual is forced to make judgments 
v/ith respect to the amount of these elements present on his job at a 
certain point in time, that is, relative to external standards v^hich 
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are specific to a given context, these tv/o conceptually distinct areas 
of value orientation tend to fuse together, at least for the salesnnen 
considered in the present analysis, in sum, there is a positive 
correlation betv/een the intrinsic rewards and extrinsic rewards or^ 
the job for the sample of salesmen considered. This may be an accurate 
description of the state of their world, or it may be a result of 
psychological processes that affect their perceptions of their world. 

For the salesman working on a commission (piece rate) basis, pay 
Is an Integral part of his work. Pay is tied so directly to performance, 
in this case, tnat content and context tend to become a single entity. 
Achievement, recognition, advancement, challenge, supervision, inter-* 
personal relationships, status, and so on are interrelated in an inter** 
active fasion. It is possible that pay has more symbolic secondary 
reinforcing properties for the salesman than for the salaried worker. 
For the salesman pay equals achievement. In sum the amount of rewards 
a person feels he is receiving in relation to the performance of the 
work itself is not independent of the amount he feels he is receiving in 
relation to the work environment. They tend to /co vary. 

Insofar as the Lawler-Porter model exprssses job satisfaction as 
a function of the simple sum of intrinsic and extrin^sjc rev/a rds it 
appears to be incorrect., at least vilth regard to the sample of salesmen 
and managers used in the present study. A rigorous test of the Lawler- 
Porter model, ho^/ever, would require a longitudinal investigation. 
According to the Lawler-Porter model ?f an individual is receiving 
10 units of intrinsic rewards and 10 units of extrinsic rev/ards, his 
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total satisfaction is a direct function of 20 units. If that same 
individual receives 10 additional units of extrinsic rewards, his 
total sat i sfact ion would, according to this nx)del, be a function of 
30 units. The interaction between intrinsic and extrinsic rewards 
is assumed to be zero. It is possible to have an interaction of zero 
and still have a non-zero correlation at any point in time as was the 
case in this "study. This would imply only that the correlation is an 
accurate reflection of the amount of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards 
that are present at that time and not that one affects the other. 
If extrinsic rev/ards were increased and intrinsic rewards remained 
constant, the Lawl er-Porter model would be correct and the correlation 
between the two kinds of rev^ards would change. This means the correlation 
would be changing continually as the mix of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards 
change. It is more likely, however, that the correlation between intrinsic 
and extrinsic rewards means that the two are not independent and that the 
Lawler-Porter model is not accurate, though the static nature of the 
present investigation is merely suggestive of this and does not test 
the model adequately. 

According to Deci and Cascio v;hen that individual receives the 
additional ten units of e:^trinsic reward, his total satisfaction v/ould 
not be a function of 30 units, but rather some lesser amount, for an 
increase in extrinsic rewards " tends to decrease the amount of intrinsic 
rev/ards a person feels he is receiving. One v/ould expect from these 
findings that the arrount of intrinsic and extrinsic rev/ards would be 
negatively related, v/hich v/as not the case ir the present study. Again, 
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however, this does jhot represent an adequate test of the Deci and 
Cascio results because they assert a dynamic interplay between extrinsic 
rewards ^nd intrinsic motivation. A longitudinal study is also requcred 
to test their assertion adequately. It could be, for exanple, that the 
salesmen in this study who began with very high intrinsic motivation 
may have lost a substantial amount of intrinsic motivation as a result 
of their extrinsic rewards. Still, there could be. a modest correlation 
such as the ,41 obtained in the present study. The Deci and Cascio 
results would imply that this correlation would, over time, be decreasing. 
Still, the current data are counter tfo what one might have expected from 
their hypotheses, though it does not di scon firm them. 

With regard to the hypothetical situation described above, the present 
results indicate that when 10 additional units of extrinsic reward are 
received, overall satisfaction will be equal to some amount greater 
than 30 units, due to the spillover effect caused by the positive inter- 
relationship betv/een intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. In summary, the 
three models imply the following relationships: 

FACETS 

Lawler-Porter (1967) = ^ (l E) 

FACETS 

Deci (1971, 1972) and Cascio and Deci (1972) J.S. ^ ^ ((I + E - (1 x E)) 

FACETS 

Cascio (1973) J-S. - ^ (-(| + e + (i x E)) 

Intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation appear to be independent constructs; 
intrinsic and extrinsic organ li^ational rewards appear to be interactive. 
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A simple modification of the second half of the Lawler-Porter model is 
presented in Figure 5. 

High Intrinsic Versus High Extrinsic Value Orientation 

The results of the extreme groups analyses (high intrinsic/low 
extrinsic versus high extrinsic/low intrinsic) were somewhat perplexing. 
According to the hypotheses, for those ^s scoring high on intrinsic 
orientation and low on extrinsic orientation^ the predictor which accounts 
for the largest portion of the variance in overall job satisfaction should 
be the measure of satisfaction with the work itself. Conversely for those 
Ss scoring high on extrinsic orientation and low on intrinsic orientation, 
the predictors accounting for the most variance in overall jib sati sfact ioti 
should be those which measure satisfaction v/5th the v;ork environment. In 
both groups, however, the Work and Pay scales of the JDI ranked fourth 
and fifth, respectively, of the five predictors of overall job satisfaction. 
In addition the high intrinsic/low extrinsic group was significantly more 
satisfied across all fives scales as well as total job satisfaction. 

Interviews with several respondents subsequent to the administration 
of the booklets corroborated certain working hypotheses regarding the 
present results. Anecdotal evidence suggests that in general the members 
of this sales force enjoy their work. They. relish the challenge of sales, 
and are optimistic abou.t opportunities for advancement. Their attitudes 
toward the amount of their pay are generally negative. The i ntervi ev/ees 
seemed to feel that this was characteristic of many salesmen, '*Thsy 
a]] feel they're not being paid v/hat they're v-;orth*' was a co,Tmon 
response to queries on attitudes toward pay. 
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The validity of these responses to questions on characteristics 
of the overall sales force was buttressed when JDI scores for this 
salves force were compared to JDI norms for the overall population 
(H = 1950) reported by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (I969). Scores 
on the V/ork scale for the present sample were in the 6^th percentile 
for the overall population, while scores on the Pay scale ranked in 
the 39th percentile for the overall population. 

Both the high intrinsic/low extrinsic group and the high extrinsic/ 
low intrinsic group were relatively homogeneous in their attitudes toward 
the Work and Pay (positive and negative, respectively). The possibility 
thus exists that because of this homogeneity the Work scale did not make 
a more significant contribution to the prediction of overall job satis- 
faction for the high intrinsic/low extrinsic group and the Pay scale 
did not make a more significant contribution to the prediction of 
overall job satisfaction for the high extrinsic/low intrinsic group. 

One possible interpretation of the greater satisfaction expressed 
by the high intrinsic/low extrinsic group is that of stimulus generalization. 
These people get their primary rewards from the performance of the v/ork 
itself. They prefer working to being idle, they prefer to get involved 
with their v/ork, and they take pride in doing it v/el I . Their satisfaction 
with the v/ork itself may very well generalize to satisfaction with conditions 
surrounding the performance of the work. In systems terminology, their 
positive feelings about one subsystem v/hich is very important to them 
have positive ramifications on all othsr subsystems related to tf)eir job. 
Conversely th^ high extrinsic/low intrinsi c v/orker finds dissatisfaction 
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with one very important aspect of his work environment (pay) and these 
negative feelings also generalize to all other aspects of his job. 
Although no importance ratings of job facets were taken in the present 
study, post hoc interviews vn th a subsample of the respondents indicated 
that pay v/as the most important element of the salesman's work environ- 
ment. 

Certain qualifying remarks are in order, however. It is entirely 
possible tfiat these results are due to the Zeitgeist or organizational 
climate peculiar to this particular organization. The environment of 
this organization is dynamic and high-powered; growth and change are 
everyday occurrences. If this study had taken place in a settled or 
even a declining organization, one might quite plausibly expect exactly 
the opposite results. The high intrinsic/low extrinsic group would. 
Ukely be very dissatisfied with the performance of the v/ork itself 
and this negative affect might easily generalize to all other aspects 
of the job# Conversely the high extrinsic/low intrinsic group might 
find conditions surrounding the performance of the work quite comfortable 
and this positive affect might also generalize to all other aspects of 
the job. A future research effort is now beirg planned to test this 
intriguing possibility. 
The Present Model of Job Satisfaction 

As was reported earlier, the present r?.odel of job satisfaction 
bears an .ostens ibie resemblance to Locke's (1969) model of job satisfaction.. 
Clo5Gr examination, hov/ever, reveals both theoretical and procedural differences 
which clearly distinguish the two. 
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Both models hypothesize that job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction 
are functions of the perceived relationship between what one values 
(desires from his job) and what one perceives on his job. Both inodels 
operationally measure goal attainment or need fulfillment by asking for 
a "How much is there now?*' response to various job facets. The 
differences between the two models lie in the frames of reference 
wjthin which the construct "values" is considered. The present model 
considers values frorri the standpoint of iong-term, con te;<t- Independent, 
evaluative standards. The measurement of values via the SWV (which 
assesses the meaning an individual attaches to his role at work) and the 
JAS (which seeks to establish a context- independent preference hierarchy 
within the individual for intrinsic versus extrinsic rewards) is consistent 
wit^ the theoretical underpinnings of the model. 

Locke (1969) is inconsistent in his approach to the measurement .of 
values. The studies he reports (1969) sometimes use a "Hov/ Much Should 

FACETS 

There Be?" item similar to Porter's (1961) model (j.S. =• ^ (Should Be - 
Is Now)) and at other times ask Ss to think in terms of ideal standards or 

FACETS 

what they "Would Like" (j.S. = ^ (Would Like - Is Now)}. Wanous and 
Lawler (1972) have emphasized that it is important to distinguish bet//een 
these tv/o approaches. The former represents an equity comparison (Romans^ 
196); Patchen, 1961; Adams, 1963) in v;hich one asks himself if his job 
provides equitable outcomes. The latter requires one to ask if his present 
job com&s close to his ideal job.. One can easily imagine an individual who 
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believes his job is not right for him because it doesn't match his 
ideal job, yet it provides an equitable amount of outcomes for the 
inputs it requires. In the studies reported by Locke, both types of 
judgments are made within the context of a specific external referent. 

These theoreticaJ and procedural differences may explain the 
differences in predictive abilities of the two models. Locke (I969) 
reports average correlations of .61 to .81 (absolute value) between 
his context-dependent discrepancy model and job facet satisfaction 
ratings. Wanous and Lawler report an average correlation of 
between Locke's model and facet satisfaction ratings. The present 
results yielded a multiple R of .10 using the con text- in dependent 
absolute value of the discrepancy between value orientation and 
organizational rewards. This model was simply not supported by the 
data. Multiple correlations of .^0 resulted, however, using context- 
independent measures of values (Orientation - Rewards) and .^6 using 
context-dependent measures of values ( L-nportance - Rewards). To the 
extent that similar elements are present in preaictor (context-dependent) 
and criterion (context-dependent) observed relationships will tend to be 
higher because the covariance of the two distributions increases. 

In the present investigation v;hen Ss were asked to rate the 
importance of work itself and work environment elements in the cont. t 
or their present jobs they did so within that particular framework; 
their ratings were therefore context-dependent. The relatively lov^/ 
multiple correlations (.33 and .21 respectively) between the measures 
of inrinsic value orientation (context- independent) and the rated importance 
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of work itself dements (context-dependent) and between extrinsic 
value orientation (context-independent) and the rated importahce of 
v;ork environment elemercs (context-dependent) are probable reflections 
of the differing fiames of reference v/ithin which the judgments Were 
made. 

The Present Model Versus Alternative Models 

in general the rank order of the predictive abilities of the 
various models of job satisfaction employed in the present study is 
somewhat different from that reported earlier by Wanous anr^. Lawler (1972). 

FACETS 

The direct '^How Much Is There Now?'* model (J,S. = ^ (Organizational 
Rewards)) is most predictive (.55), while the multiplicative model 
FACETS 

(J.S, = ^ ( Importance i*jx Rewards)) is least predictive (.32). The 

latter result is somewhat surprising in view of the fact that Wanous and 
Lawler (1972) found it second xvost predictive (.55) of the nine models 
they studied* Why do the four models yield substantial differences in 
the size of the multiple R? 

Perhaps the present results are due to differences in the rel iabi j i ties 
of the scales. Unreliable measures will be less predictive. As a check on 
this ^/)e average interitem correlations were computed for each measure 
and the re^l lability coefficient for the entire measure determined from 
this average interitem correlation (flunnally^ 1967, p. 193). The 
reliabilities For the different rrndeVs arc as follows: "Is Mov/* (.75), 
'Mmportance-Rewards'* (.57), "Or i entotion-Rewards'^ (.62), "Importance x 
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Rewards" (.77)» The rel iabi 1 F cies of the two discrepancy models are 

lower than either the direct or multiplicative model because they are 

computed from difference scores (according to the method provided by 

Magn'jsson, 1967, PP- 90-97). The reliability of a difference score 

will alv/ays be^ Icv/er than either of its component measures (Brown, 

1970). Differences in reliability do not completely explain the 

rjndings, however, since the most rel iable scale (multiplicative) is 

least predictive. If the differences in predictive ability were due 

to differences in reliability one would expect the most reliable 

measure to be most predictive. 

One possible explanation for tlie difference in predictability of 

the multiplicative model In the Wanous and Lawler (1972) study (.55) 

and in the present study (.32) may lie in procedural differences^ 

Wanous and Lawyer did not employ a multiple regression approach to 

test the model, but merely report the average correlation betv-^een the 

predictions of the model and job racet satj sf act ion ratings. One 

problem with the multiplicative model is that it implies a second 

2 2 

degree equation of the form: Z = ax + by + cxy + dx + ey v/here 
a = b = 0. One characteristic of polynomial regresfiion is its inability 
to hold up upon cross-validation (V/ard, 195^). This is accounted *fnr by 
tiie initcrent instability of sampling and may account for the reiatively 
low multiple R v/hicn resulted from the double cross-validation procedure 

Differences in predictive ability might -be due to similar response 
stylos v/itn regard to ratings of importance. ^Ross and Zander (1957) 
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reported a tendency for every respondent to judge every goal or facet 
of the job as equally important to him with a consequent restriction 
in the variation of range in the measure. Such a finding in the present 
investigation may explain th*=: relatively modest multiple R(.32) of the 
multiplicative model. Measures of skewness and kurtosis together with 
plots of the ratings of the importance of the v/ork itself and the work 
environment, however, indicated roughly normal distributions, slightly 
negatively skewed and somewhat leptokurtic. Restriction of range, 
therefore, does not appear to be a causal factor. 

Perhaps the high predictability of the "Is Nct//" model is due to 
a tendency on the part of people always to use the extremes of the scales 
coupled with a tendence to '"yea" saying on the JDU Such response set 
variance common to measures of different variables may artifically 
inflate the correlation between them (Husek, 1961). Measures of 
skewness and kurtosis together with plots of the "Is Now" responses 
to work itself and v/ork environment elements demonstrated that this 
wes not the case. Kurtosis was normal although skev^ness was slightly 
negative. In addition. Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) reported tvio 
studies v/hlch investigated the effect of acquiescence and response set 
on the JDi. Partial ling out rtrsponse set measures had very little effect 
on the convergent validity coefficients of the JDI scales. 

In summary, it appears that a'':»king a person simply to rate'his' 
organizational rev/ards ("Is Now'') produces different results than asking 
hini to rate the different facets of his job and then taking their differcn 
or prodCict as a measure of satisfaction. As v/as already pointed out, this 
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Is nxjst probably due to the similarity cf elements in predictor and 
criterion. The context within which evaluations are to be made is specified 
(present job), and thus evaluations are relative rather than absolute, the 
measure is descriptive rather than evaluative, and the time frame is 
relatively short-term. .Judgments are not being made v/ith reference to 
the totality of jobs of \^hich the worker is aware, but rather with 
reference to the day-to-day or week- to-v/eek act ivit ies of his job. This 
is not to imply that the other models are without :ierit, however. Given 
a specific purpose, and relarJve to the particular kinds of behavior to 
be predicted, ai:,y one of the other models may very well be more useful. 
What is required is a procpse specification of the purposes and conditions 
under which each model is most appropriate. It has been demonstrated 
that each of the four alternative models of job satisfaction shows 
significant correlations with overall job satisfaction. Since this 
is the case the investigator would do v;ell to choose that model which 
is most congruent wi th his conceptual framework. 
Job Satisfaction — A Conceptual Framework 

The focus of the present study was on tl)e predictive ability and 
potential practical utility of one particular model of job satisfaction. 



. 1 

Although the model damon^ ^.rated significant predictive ability, it was 
not as effective as the alternative models: 



namely: 
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J.S. a ^ (Organizational Rewards) 

or 

FACETS 
n 

J.S. - ^ (( Importance |-R|) + ( Importance^-R^) ) 
I 

The latter model has previously been labeled '^theoretically mean ingless'* 
(Evans, I969; Wanbus and Lawler^ 1972)9 and its use not recommended in 
situations where overall satisfaction scores are being computed, or 
where individuals are being compared. The major criticism of this 
approach is that 3 9-9=0 discrepancy (high importance coupled with 
high fulfillment) is treated as equal to a 2 - 2 « 0 discrepancy (low 
importance coupled with low fulfillment). The model fails to take 
into account differences in levels of satisfaction. Although this 
mode] has been used by a number of investigators as an index of 
overall job satisfaction (Kuhlen, 1963; Pelz and Andrews, I966; Beer, 
1966), its use for that purpose seems inappropriate. 

Ross and Zander (1957) used this model as an index of dissatisfact ion. 
In an attempt to predict turnover, significant differences v/ere found 
between leavers and those v/ho remained on the job in terms of discrepancies 
"between desires and fulfiHment in needs for recognition (.6^) and autonomy 
(•53)- Glennon, Owens, Smith, and Albright (I96O) recommended thfs model 
as an aid to management in identifying '*sore spots" or low satisfaction 
issues* :^ 

The model appears most appropriate in that particular context. It 
is a valuable tool which will enable management, and especially the job 
designer, to identify situations in which low satisfaction Is coupled 



with high Importance, as well as the opposite situation in which high 
satisfaction is coupled with low importance. As such it would function 
as an ^'organizational barometer". Results from such a model could be 
used as signposts (Goodenough, 19^9) pointing toward those areas where 
management as well as the job designer might most fruitfully concentrate 
their resources and efforts. 

FACETS 

To the. extent that the strai ghtforv/ard J.S. « ^ (Organizational 

Rewards) model controls for time perspective, asks for descriptive rather 
than evaluative information, and forces the respondent to collapse all 
the cues from his past experiences, expectations, and social reference 
group into a simple "Is Now" resoonse, its demonstrated predictive 
superiority over other conceptually more elegant models is not surprising. 
As an index of overaH satisfaction as well as of job facet satisfaction, 
this model was the best of those tested.. It should be reemphasized, 
hov;ever, that a model is "best" relative to a speci fic purpose and under 
specified conditions. It is the task of future research to point these 
out. 
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Appendix A: Names arid Definitions of the Nineteen Work 
Itself and Work Environment Elements 
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Variety -.^ 



Work Itself Elements 

How much your job requires you to do a large number 
of activities. 



Learning New Skills: Necessity - How much you need to learn new skills in 

order to do your job. 

Learning New Skills: Opportunity - How much your job gives you a chance to 

learn nev/ skills. 

Fo I low-Through - How much your job requires you to keep at a task until 

it is finished. 



Independence: 



Methods - How much you can act independently to use 
your own methods, ?f you are going to do a certain task. 



Independence: 



Pace - How much you can act independently to set your 
own pace, if you are going to do a certain task* 



Goal Clarity 



The extent to which you know exactly what you have to 
do in order to do your job well.. 



Internal Feedback - Whetner you knov/ if you've done a good or a bad job, 
» 

just from doing the job. 



ERIC 
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Work Envlronrncnc Elements 



Interpersonal Relations: 



Supervisor - Hovj well you get along with 
your supervisor. 



I n terpe rsona I Relations: 



Subordinates- How well you get along with 
your subordinates. 



External Feedback " 



How often someone else gives me information 
on whether I've done a good or a bad job. 



Job/Person Fit 



The extent to which you feel you are doing 
tl)e job for which you*ve been trained. 



Job Secur i ty 



How secure your job is. 



Work Schedul Sng - 



The extent to which you feel the hours of 
work are unreasonably long. 



Salary 



The extent to which you are equitably paid. 



Company Policy and Administration- Hov/ wf.l I the company is run and hov/ i^ir it 

is to its emp 1 oyees . 

Status Inside the Company • The prestige of your job ins ide the company. 

Status Outside the Company • Tlie prestige of your job outside the company. 



Service to Others • 



The dejree of opportun I ty to help others. 
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Appendix B: Work Itself - Work I'nvi ronment Questionnaire 



84 

WORK iTSELF " WORK ENVIRONMENT QUESTi QNNA I RE 



The purpose of this part of the booklet is to help us understand 
how you feel about your job. Please make all judgments v;ith reference 
to your present job, that is, the job on whsch you are now wor ing. 
This questionnaire is a measure of your opinions. There are nc right 
or wrong answers. 

As you begin reading you will notice that an element or aspect of 
your job will be named, followed by a definition of that element. Under 
this you will find five statements which express different amounts of 
this element. 

For example: 

1, Interpersonal Relations (Buddies) - How well you get .-^long with 

your buddies. 

1. I really like the people I work with. 

2. The people I work with make this a better job than it would 
otherwise be. 

3. Some of the people ! work with are difficult to get along with. 
^. If it wasn't for the people I work with, this job would be OK. 
5. Many of my problems at work result from the people I have to 

dea i wi th. 



Read each statement and then choose the numbers of as many statements 
as describe "how much'* of that element is one your job. Nov; tear out your 
separate score sheet (next page). Jext to the name of each element you 
will find three blanks. Above the first blank are written the words, '*How 
much IS there now?" Write the numbers of the statements that you have 
chosen in this blank. Above the second column are written the words, "How 
much do you expect in the future?" Choose the numbers of as marfy statements 
as apply and put them in the blank under column 2. Above the third column 
are written the words, "Mov/ important is it to you?" Now notice the top 
of the scoring sheet. On a scale from 1 tc 9 are listed some statements 
which reflect possible degrees of importance. Please choose one of these 
numbers and v/rite it in the blank under column 3. Do the same thing for 
each element until all tne blanks are filled. 

For example: 

Hov^ much i;= How much do Hov; important 

there nov/? you expect in is it to you? 

the future? 

Interpersonal Relations 1 , j 7 



ERIC 
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INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS: SUPERVISOR - How well you get along with your 

supervi sor. 

1. My supervisor is insensitive to people. 

2. I find it difficult to talk with my supervisor in a meaningful way, 

3. My supervisor and I sometimes see eye to eye, 
I can often talk freely with my boss, 

5. I get along well with my supervisor, 

INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS: SUBORDINATES - How well you get along with your 

subordinates, 

1, I have extremely poor workinc^' relationships with my subordinates, 

2, I occasionally get along well with my subordinates, 

3, I often get along well with my subordinates, 

A, Frequently if not always I get a.long with my subordinates, 
5. My subordinates and I alv/ays see eye to eye, 

VARIETY - How much your job requires you to do a large number of activities. 

1, I do the job the same way every day, 

2, Tftis job is often done the same way, 

3, This job is sometimes done the say way, . 

Only a small part of my work is routine, * 
5. Each job I do requires its own unique approach. 

LEARNING NEW SKILL: flECESSITY - How much you need to learn new sMUs in 

order to do your job, 

1. I never have to learn anything new in order to do my job. 

2. Occasionally I must learn something new in order to do my job, 
3* I often have to learn new things in order to do my job. 

A, Mm constantly forced to learn nev/ skills to do this job, 

\ ...... . ■ .- • ■■■ ". ■ ■ .■- 

5. It's an absolute must for me to learn new skills if I v\fant to be able; 
to do my. job wel l. , / / 
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LEARNING NEW SKILLS: OPPORTUNITY - How much your-job gives you a chance 

to learn new ski lis. 

1. There is no opportunity for me to learn new skills on my job. 

2. Seldom do I, get a chance to learn anything new on this job. 

3. Sometimes I get a chance to learn new things on this job. 

4. Training is available if I want to learn new skills. 

5. If I want to I can learn many new skills on my job. 

FOLLOW-THROUGH - Hov/ much your job requires you to keep at a task until 
it is finished. 

1. I never get a chance to finish a job I start. 

2. Occasionally I get a chance to finish a job I start. 
3« Quite often I get a chance to finish a job I start. 

^. Frequently if not always I get a cfjance to finish a job I start. 
5. No matter how long it takes I finish each job. 

INDEPENDENCE: METHODS - How much you can act independently to use your 

own methods, if you are going to do a certain task. 

1. Even though I know what has to be done, I still can't do it the way I want. 

2. People are constantly telling me to Jo my job the way they think is best. 

3. I decide how to do certain parts, of the job, but am told how to do the rest. 

4. I can choose among a number of ways of doing my job. 

5. I use my own judgment in determining hov/ a job is to be accomplished. 

INDEPENDENCE: PACE - How much you can act ^idependent ly to set your own 

pace, if you are going to do a certain task. 

1. I have to work at the pace Mm told. 

2. Sometimes I get to do my job at the pace t want. 

3. How fast I v/ork depends on how mucli I have to do each day. 

4. Frequently if not always I do my job at the pace I want. 

5. I decide how fast I *) 1 work each day. < Va. 
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GOAL CLARITY - The extent to which you know exactly what you have to do 
• in order to do your job weil. 

1. I have to be constantly asking people v/hat to do on this job. 

2. Often it is hard for me to understand what others want me to do, 

3. Sometimes it 5s hard' for me to understand v/hat others want me to do. 

4. It Is clear what someone in my job should accomplish, 

I clearly understand what I ani .supposed to accomplish. 

EXTERNAL FEEDBACK - How often someon'^, else gives me information on v;hethe 

I've done a good or a bad job. 

1. No one ever teJIs me how v/ell I've done my job. 

2. Once In a while I find out how well I've done my job. 

3. Som'Stimes I find out how well I've done my job. 
A. Others often tell me when I've done a good job. 

5. Others always teil me when I've done a good job. 

JOB/PERSON FIT - The extent to v/hich you feel you are doing the job for 
which you've been trained. 

1. I'm not doing what I've been trained for. 

2. Often I feel that I can't use my best abilities on this job. 

3. Sometimes I feel that my skills -"^re not fully used on the' job. 

4. Nov; and then I feel that my skills are not fully used on the job. 

5. This job makes full use of my ^ab i 1 i ti es . 

JOB SECURITY - How secure your job is., 

1. I never knov/ hov; long I'll be able to keep ny job. 

2. Sometimes I think I have a secure job. 

3. Employees knov/ they've got to really screw up In order to get fired. 
A. You don't have to worry about losing your job when you v/ork here. 

5. Hy job wi 1 I always be secure. 
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V/ORK SCHEDULING - The extent to- which you feel that the hours of work 

are unreasonably long^ 

1. The hours I work are Just right for my job, 

2. I seldom feel that my job would be better If there were shorter work hours. 

3. Now and then I feel that my job would be better If there were shorter 
work hours, 

M. Very frequently I feel that my job v/ould be better If there were 
shorter work hours. 

5. The hours on my job are much too long. 

SALARY - The extent to which you are equitably paid* 

1. ! 'm under paid for the amount of work i do. 

2. The job is more Important than the income. 

3. In order to get a pay boost In this organization, it's "who you know", 
not "what you know", 

A. Salaries are usually reviewed fairly. 

5. rly pay is more than fair for the work I do. 

COMPANY POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION - How well the company is; run and how fair 

it IS to its empl oyees, 

1. This company treats it's employees rotten. 

2. V/orking here you seldom if every feel that the company cares about you. 

3. Some of the time you feel that the company cares about you. 
A. Employees are nearly always treated fairly by management. 
5. This company gives ail it*s employees a fair shake. 

INTERNAL FEEDBACK - Whether you know if you've done a good or a bad job, 

just from doing the job. 

1. I never know if, I'm doing a good job or not. 

2. It Is clearer on some parts of my job than on others, hov/ v/el 1 I am doing* 

3. At the end of each day I can tell how well I've donee 
I can tell when I *m doing a good job. 




5. Whan I stand back and look at my work, I know immediately whether It 
is good or bad. 
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STATUS INSIDE THE COMPANY - The prestige of your job inside the company. 

1. Everyone here looks down on my job. 

2. A lot of people inside the company look down on my job. 

3. Some people inside the company look. down on my job. 
^. My job is very well thought of in my organization. 
5. My job has special prestige in this company. 

STATUS OUTSIDE THE COMPANV - The prestige of your job outside the company 

1. It embarasses me when people ask me what work I do. 

2. Some people outside the company dor.'t think much of my job. 

3. A lot of people think I have an important job. 
5. Outside people respect me for what I do. 

SERVICE TO OTHERS - The degree of opportun i ty to help others. 

1. Doing service for someone is seldom rewarding. 

2. Once in a while doing service for someone is rewarding. 

3. Doing service for someone is frequently rev/arc'ing. 

A. I like to find out that people are wel 1 of f because I've done my job. 
5. On this job you know that you are doing something to help other peopl 
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